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The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991  (ISTEA)  broke significant ground in giving State and local
decisionmakers greater discretion in the use of Federal transportation dollars. In particular, ISTEA  ‘sflexible  fund
programs now provide transportation planners and decisionmakers with theflexibility to fund transportation projects,
programs, and initiatives which best meet locally determined goals and objectives for mobility, economictipportunity,  and
air quality. The key to getting the most out of flexible funding is understanding the multimodal transportation planning
process which identifies the most appropriate solutions for our most urgent local and regional transportation problems.

What does a “multimodal” transportation sys-
tem mean?

Multimodalism is the integration of all modes of trans-
portation --- highways, public transportation, bicycle
and pedestrian facilities --- into an interconnected,
“seamless” system Multimodalism also acknowledges
the importance of strategies which go beyond invest-
ments in expanded infrastructure --- for example, the im-
plementation of rideshare programs or alternative work
schedules --- which make the most efficient use of exist-
ing transportation facilities. A multimodal transporta-
tion system is a system of complimentary --- not
competing --- modes planned and coordinated to provide
maximum personal mobility within environmental and
financial constraints.

How does multimodalism  help a community?

A multimodal transportation system provides the public
with several benefits. Multimodalism offers users ac-
cess to choices among several options for travel, based
on individual values of cost, convenience, and travel
time. It ensures social equity by providing alternatives
to travel by automobile for those populations which do
not own vehicles. By shifting trips from the automobile
to other forms of travel, auto emissions are significantly
reduced and air quality may improve. Moreover, a mul-
timodal approach to transportation planning challenges
planners and decisiomnakers to rethink past assumptions
and develop new and innovative solutions to transporta-
tion problems.

Perhaps an example might illustrate the advantages of
multimodal planning and investment over traditional
highway construction. A major highway which links a
community to jobs or shopping suffers from terrible con-
gestion during the morning and afternoon “peak” hours
of travel. Adding road capacity might relieve this con-
gestion, but may provide only a partial and temporary

solution: it does nothing to enhance the mobility of
those individuals without automobiles, and it could fur-
ther entice vehicle owners --- who perceive faster travel
times because of the road improvements --- to make
more and longer trips on the highway. As automobile
trips increase in the corridor, congestion ultimately re-
turns and leads us back to the same problem we sought
to eliminate in the first place.

Multimodal planning, however, would consider a variety
of ways to meet the community’s demand for access and
mobility. Perhaps improvements to public transporta-
tion in the corridor might induce drivers to leave their
cars at home and take a bus or train into work. Not only
would this relieve the highway of some automobile traf-
fic, but it would provide citizens who do not own vehi-
cles _-- or do not care to use their vehicles --- with access
to jobs and shopping. Efficiency along the corridor
might be further enhanced through the implementation
of carp001  programs, high-occupancy vehicle facilities,
and advanced technology Intelligent Transportation Sys-
tem (ITS) elements. Adoption by employers of parking
management policies, transit fare subsidies, and alterna-
tive work schedules which shift travel to “off-peak”
hours may further reduce congestion and help sustain
improvements yielded by highway investments.

What this example demonstrates is two important goals
of multimodalism: 1) investment in one mode (or the
“packaging” of investments and policies) should repre-
sent an investment in the transportation system as a
whole; and 2) implemented solutions can and should be
sustainable and serve a long-term need.

What facilitates the development of a multimo-
dal transportation system?

There are several conditions to effective multimodal
planning and project development. These include 1) the
establishment of multimodal, multi-jurisdictional and
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“multi-interest” planning partnerships; 2) the develop-
ment by this partnership of community and regionwide
goals and objectives for transportation, economic, and
social development; 3) a “problem-solving” approach to
transportation planning; 4) the integration of transporta-
tion and land use planning; and 5) taking full advantage
of the planning and “flexible funding” provisions con-
tained in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Eff-
ciency Act of 1991 (ISTEA). These five elements of
multimodal planning are discussed below.

Planning Partnerships

Multimodalism requires a reinvention of traditional
transportation planning. Not only must highway and
transit planners begin to work more closely together,
they must begin to see the services and facilities they
plan within broader goals for community and economic
development. To that end, transportation planners need
to form planning partnerships with business and com-
munity groups, land use planners, locally elected ofti-
cials, environmental interests, advocates for alternative
transportation, and, importantly, the general public.

Many of these players are new to the transportation
planning “table”, but all are impacted by transportation
decisions, and all have something to offer. The inclusion
of these groups provide the multimodal transportation
planner with better information about the needs of the
populations they plan for, and may help to generate sup-
port for innovative solutions to transportation problems.
The involvement of local employers, for example, may
lead to the adoption of some of the “travel demand man-
agement” strategies -- i.e. parking management, alterna-
tive work schedules, perhaps even telecommuting --
which help to redirect trips off of congested transporta-
tion modes.

There is another reason to involve as wide and diverse a
range of interests as possible in the transportation plan-
ning process. The building of a broad coalition of sup-
port for the transportation planning process makes
planning activities more credible among these diverse in-
terests, and ensures public “buy-in’ of the transportation
plans and projects which result from the process. While
some planners argue that too much involvement of the
public unnecessarily delays the implementation of trans-
portation improvements, the opposite is true: the early
and continuing involvement of the public should lead to
the development of transportation plans, programs, and
projects which are widely supported, thus reducing the
likelihood of last-minute delays resulting from legal ac-
tion brought about by dissatisfied groups.

Development of Goals and Objectives

Consensus on transportation investments is further en-
hanced by the establishment of a shared vision for the
future. In other words, the development of transporta-
tion plans, programs, and projects should reflect the pri-
orities of the interests (social, economic, environmental)
which function within a given region. The establishment
of a planning partnership as described above should thus
lead to the development of goals and objectives which
will help guide the transportation planning process.
Partners need to ask several questions: What aspects of
my community do I value? What aspects would I like to
see improved? What do I want my community to look
like in the future? No doubt that not all groups will
share the same exact priorities, and negotiation is criti-
cal. The result of this negotiation, however, is the estab-
lishment of a foundation for transportation planners to
evaluate and select the most appropriate transportation
strategies which best meet locally defined goals and ob-
jectives for community and regional development.
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ISTEA Planning and Funding Provisions

Changing our traditional approach to transportation
plamring  is an ambitious task. Fortunately, ISTEA pro-
vides a framework for developing the new partnerships
and planning procedures necessary to achieve these ob-
jectives. On October 18, 1993,  the Federal Highway
Administration and Federal Transit Administration is-
sued joint regulations to help guide statewide and metro-
politan transportation planning. These regulations
address, among other things:

The development of multimodal transportation plans
to guide the establishment of a long range vision for
transportation in a given state or urbanized area.

The development of a transportation improvement
program, or “TIP”, to implement the goals and objec-
tives contained in the plan.

The implementation of congestion management sys-
tems to identify and evaluate low cost strategies to
mitigate and manage congestion in urbanized areas.

The undertaking of major investment studies to ad-
dress the evaluation of alternatives when a transporta-
tion problem requires significant capital investment.

The development of procedures to facilitate the in-
volvement of the general public in transportation
planning activities.

Another very important tool for the development of mul-

timodal plans, programs, and projects is “flexible fund-
ing.” Unlike traditional categorical funding programs
which restrict project eligibility to narrowly defined uses,
flexible funding supports multimodal planning and pro-

ject development by eliminating strict modal criteria as a
condition of use. Instead, Federal flexible funds may be
used for highway, transit, and multimodal capital and
planning investments _-- whichever transportation solu-
tions are identified by state and metropolitan planning
processes as best meeting locally defmed goals and ob-
jectives Over the 6 year life span of ISTEA, over $70
billion of Federal highway and nearly $10  billion in Fed-
eral transit funds may be used flexibly. And while we
have seen a gradual increase in the use of flexible funds
for innovative, multimodal projects, flexible funding re-
mains a largely under-utilized resource.

Realigning the responsibilities, roles and relationships of
players and other participants in the transportation plan-
ning process will not happen over night. ISTEA pro-
vides a necessaq  starting point, but it will be up to each
area’s planning partnership to effectively implement a
multimodal approach to transportation planning which
meets locally determined goals and objectives for com-
munity development. The following provides a sum-
mary of the ISTEA planning provisions, and highlights
examples of several projects and processes which have
embraced the spirit of ISTEA and have used flexible
funding to realize a new vision for the planning and de-
livery of transportation services.
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part of the MIS process, most CMS strategies are projects
and programs which are eligible for flexible funding.

Financial Constraints

ISTEA stipulates that metropolitan plans, TIPS,  and STIPs
include only those projects for which funding can be rea-
sonably expected to be available. The intent of “financially
constrained” plans and programs is to focus investment on
operating and maintaining the existing transportation sys-
tem and to prevent TIPS  from becoming unrealistic “wish
lists” of projects. Furthermore, in nonattainment areas,
fiscally constrained plans and TIPS  ensure that sufficient
funds are available for the implementation of required
transportation control measures (TCMs;  see appendix I)
and that the sum of transportation improvements identified
in plans and contained in TIPS  demonstrates conformity
with State Implementation Plans for the reduction of trans-
portation related pollutants.

Because of these financial requirements, projects generatkd
by the transportation planning process must not only meet
cooperatively defined needs, but must be developed within
the context of realistic funding availability. Flexible funds
give decisionmakers great leverage in long term financial
planning by expanding the potential availability of funding
beyond traditional specific Federal highway or transit allo-
cations.

Planning Factors

To help set a direction for the development and preparation
of plans, TIPS,  and major investment studies in metropoli-
tan areas, ISTEA has identified 15 factors which must be
explicitly considered throughout the transportation plan-
ning process (recent legislation designating the National
Highway System has added a sixteenth factor; see box to
the right). These factors address both transportation issues
(i.e. alleviating congestion, preserving existing facilities)
and the need for the process to encompass broader issues
such as consistency with land use planning and the affects
of transportation investments on surrounding communities.

The joint FTALFHWA planning regulations further define
23 factors for consideration in the development of statewide
plans and STIPs. Metropolitan and statewide planning fac-
tors, combined with the cooperation of affected agencies
and the need to solve the air quality and congestion prob-
lems faced in most urban areas, should serve as the build-
ing blocks for the development of multimodal planning and
project evaluation criteria. As demonstrated by the in-
cluded case studies, the development of multimodal project
evaluation criteria is an important component of any plan-

ning process which intends to get the most out of flexible
funding.

Project Evaluation Processes

Prior to the availability of flexible funding, the selection of
transportation projects was driven in large part by the nar-
rowly defined eligibility of the source of funds being used.

These Federal restrictions discouraged the development of
multimodal project evaluation criteria because any type of
multimodal analysis could not be supported by traditional
funding mechanisms. Flexible funding, however, elimi-
nates these Federal funding limitations, and the develop-
ment of multimodal project evaluation criteria allows
planners to effectively rate the various highway, transit,
and other modal improvements to evaluate how well they
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Another element of a successful multimodal planning process is understanding the Federal, State, and local funding
sources which support the implementation of transportation improvement programs. The following summarizes FHWA
and FTA flexible funding programs and the improvement opportunities provided by them. While all of the programs
described below may be considered “flexible”, it is important to consider and understand the distinct eligibility require-
ments for the use of each funding source.

The Surface Transportation Program

The Surface Transportation Program (SIP) provides for the
widest flexibility of ISTEA’s  formula programs. SIP funds
may be used for several highway and transit capital and
planning activities, including:

Other eligible projects under the Surface Transportation
Program include highway and transit safety improvements,
capital and operating costs for traflic management and con-
trol projects, and most Transportation Control Measures
(TCMs;  see appendix 1) established by the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990 (CAAA).

The Surface Transportation Program is .authorized  in
ISTEA at $23.9  billion over the life of the Act. Several
hundred million dollars in “apportionment adjustments”
are added to each year’s program; in addition, in fiscal
years 1996  and 1997, Reimbursement funds for peviously
constructed non-Federally aided Interstate highways have
been added to the annual Surface Transportation Program.

STP funds are distributed among various population and
programmatic categories. Some program funds are made
available specifically to metropolitan planning areas con-
taining UZAs over 200,000  population; STP funds are also
set aside to areas under 200,000  and 5,000  population. The
largest portion of STP funds (about 37.5%)  may be used
anywhere within the State to which they are apportioned.

STP Transportation Enhancements

About ten percent of the Surface Transportation Program
has been set aside for transportation enhancement activi-
ties. Enhancement projects are intended to integrate trans-
portation facilities into their surrounding communities by
increasing public access and enjoyment. They can also be
stand-alone projects with an identifiable relationship to the
intermodal transportation system. Transportation enhance-
ment projects should be generated from the metropolitan
and statewide transportation planning process described in
the previous section and must be based on strong commu-
nity support.

Ten specific categories of transportation enhancements are
eligible for funding. Please note that the list is definitive;
only those activities listed below are eligible for transporta-
tion enhancement funding:

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Im-
provement Program

Consistent with the intent of flexible funding, the Conges-
tion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ)
Program is distinguished by its objectives --- i.e. improving
our Nation’s air quality and managing traflk congestion ---
rather than by typical modal eligibility requirements.
CMAQ projects and programs are often innovative solu-
tions to common mobility problems and are driven by
Clean Air Act mandates to attain national ambient air
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may be transferred to the STP (although up to 100% may
be transferred with the approval of the U.S. Secretary of
Transportation).

Funding Restoration

The NBS Act also restores a portion of FY 1996  Title 23
(Highways) funding which was reduced due to budget com-
pliance provisions contained in ISTEA. These restored
funds may be used for any purpose eligible under the Sur-
face Transportation Program or other Chapter 1, Title 23
Federal-aid programs.

Bridge and Interstate Maintenance programs

Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation program funds are
apportioned among States based on the square footage of
“deficient” highway bridges inventoried by each State. Up
to 40% of Bridge program funds may be transferred by
States to the STP or NBS for purposes consistent with ei-
ther program.

Interstate Maintenance program funds are apportioned to
States based on interstate lane miles and vehicle miles trav-
eled criteria established by Congress. Each State may un-
conditionally transfer up to 20% of its Interstate
Maintenance apportionment to the STP or NBS. In addi-
tion, if a State certifies that its apportionment is in excess
of its maintenance needs, it may, upon approval by the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transfer this excess amount to the
STP or NBS.

Funds transferred by either program to the STP may be
used anywhere within a State.

Donor State Bonus and Minimum Allocation

The Donor State Bonus and Minimum Allocation programs
are additional equity provisions which ensure a return to
“donor” States which contribute more to the Highway Trust
Fund than they receive in Federal-aid apportionments.
Like the SIP, a portion of the Donor State Bonus and
Minimum Allocation funds are earmarked for use in areas
of specific population thresholds. Funds available under
these categories may be used for any purpose eligible under
the Surface Transportation Program.

FTA Urbanized Area Formula Transit funds

FTA’s Urbanized Area Formula Program provides transit
capital and operating assistance to metropolitan areas of
50,000  and more population. Urbanized Area Formula
funds apportioned to KWls which cannot be used for the

payment of transit operating expenses may be made avail-
able for highway projects if the following three conditions
are met:

1. The use of these funds for highway purposes is ap-
proved by the MPO after appropriate notice and op-
portunity for comment and appeal are provided to
affected transit providers;

2. The funds are not needed for capital transit invest-
ments required by the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990;

3. State and local funds used to match Urbanized Area
Formula funds made available for highway pur-
poses are also eligible to fund either highway or
transit projects.
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Donor State Bonus and Minimum Allocation

The Donor State Bonus and Minimum Allocation programs
are additional equity provisions which ensure a return to
“donor” States which contribute more to the Highway Trust
Fund than they receive in Federal-aid apportionments.
Like the SIP, a portion of the Donor State Bonus and
Minimum Allocation funds are earmarked for use in areas
of specific population thresholds. Funds available under
these categories may be used for any purpose eligible under
the Surface Transportation Program.

FTA Urbanized Area Formula Transit funds

FTA’s Urbanized Area Formula Program provides transit
capital and operating assistance to metropolitan areas of
50,000  and more population. Urbanized Area Formula
funds apportioned to KWls which cannot be used for the

payment of transit operating expenses may be made avail-
able for highway projects if the following three conditions
are met:

1. The use of these funds for highway purposes is ap-
proved by the MPO after appropriate notice and op-
portunity for comment and appeal are provided to
affected transit providers;

2. The funds are not needed for capital transit invest-
ments required by the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990;

3. State and local funds used to match Urbanized Area
Formula funds made available for highway pur-
poses are also eligible to fund either highway or
transit projects.
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Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act qf 1991 (ISTEA)

Pedestrian Acdessway  in Cfeveland’

In the last 10 years, downtown Cle@and,  Ohio, has enjoyed,,‘?,
amazing renewal, Rehabilitat’ion  of the ItiuItimodnl Tower City st8-’
tion has dramatically improved.rail  access to downtown eltipl6y1le1$ Flexible funds can be --- and
and shopping, arrd sub&luefit d@opmetit -‘-- ‘such ‘as  tlie &y’s have been ---
Gateway Sports an&Entertainment Complex, home of the basebail

used for a variety

Indians and basketball Cavaliers --- has further revitalized the central
(of transportation projects and

business district, g@ating even more jobs and retail opportunities. programs. The following pro-
vides several more examples of

An import& piece of the city’s redevelopment has been the cob- 1how flexible funds have worked
struction of a Passenger Accesswy  which links the Tower City
rapid transit station with the Gateway Complex. The 1,050  foot a&

1 for communities around the na-

cessway, built by the Greater Clevekuuld  Regional Transit Authority Ition, and how the key elements of
and funded with $8,O~O,OOO  in CMAQ resources, brovides  a cfin&t& a multimodal planning processt
controlled pedestrian connection between downtown’s main transit’ I--- the development of planning
terminal and the Gateway. The a&e&way effectively extends access
of the RTA’s light rail system ‘to the Gateway Complex, thus.

1partnerships,, integration of trans-

reducing the need for parking at the Gateway and relieving conges- iuqrtation  and land use, and tak-
ticm on the area’a’surrounding  streets and highway network. Further- Iing a problem-solving approach
more, the a~c&sway is tdtalIy grade separated; users do not have tq Ito transportation planning ---
cross. dotintown ?rterials td gain access to the ,Gateway, ensuring B t
safe and convetiiestt  link between the two facilities. ”

can help areas maintain mobility,
,, Ireduce congestion, and provide

Since the Passenger Accessway opened in 1994,  inore than 94O,C?O
more options for travel, while

tmnsit,:trips have be& linked to it, removing 625,OElO  ,rttitoAobile
i
promoting community and eco-

trips and 5 millicjg v&hi& miles from the road system. Seventeen Inomic development goals.
percent of fans h&&ding sporting &vents at the Gateway in 1’9%
‘took..adv,antage of public rr,ansportation.to  reach it. 1.’

Partnerships in Project Developmqtit
One of the keys to successful project planning, development, and implemkntatioti  is soliciting input and gaining support
from a broad rtige of coinmunity interests. In Grand Rapids, Michigan, for exa_l;nple,  the region’s transit authority
~(GRATA) urgmized a cormnittee of community loaders and citizens ,to act its m advisory <and coordinating body to
GRATA’s  long range planning effort. The committee, along tiirh,Wnsrit (and MPO staff, will create and evaluate visions
of what a nWtitioda1 transport&icrn  system will ,look like ir.,Grrurd  ,Rapids, and how investments in Eansportation  can
help reduce ccinuriutiag costs, ~traffic congestion, parking requirements, en&& ccjnsuinption and air pollution. Among
other activities, the committee is ‘visiting model transit commuaities to detetminb. what ‘less&$ they ‘zan bring to Grand
Rapids. Sotie of the ideas generated to meet tliese goals include ‘a reverse &minute s?rvice; rideshare marketing; and‘.the implernentatlon;of’a  neti downtown Circulator ,serviee, GRATA has utilized &&y ‘$5 SnilliOti h CMAQ funds over
the last three years to fund these and other improvements, ‘and tl&ir  i-&i&odil’&sk foice’ continues to generate new and
innovative ideas.

A similax approach to participatory planning is occurring in Berks County; PcnnsyIv:&a. ne Reading Area MPO  cre-
ated a CMAQ Tusk Force, comprised of 25 representatives from area businesses, the region’s transit provider, ,and city
and county planning officials, to review all CMAQ projects proposed for the region,  In addition to meeting air quaIity
objectives, CMAQ’,projects must be endorsed by the committee as bei& eorisistem’with rFgidna1 needs and priorities
befort?  they can be included jn the area’s TIP. Among the proje&endor$ed  by the task force are a series of park and
rid& lots to relieve cangestion on major arterials. ,.. ‘..

.’.,
The wide range’uf  tiultimbdal  projects eligibIe for assis+nce under flexible fund programs ,require  n more inclusive ap-
preach to goal fofinulatioa  <and  .project development. The’ incorporiition of cgm,tinuqiiy ,a.& biusiness interests helps to

Jenerate innovative ideas and build broad consensus for inv&ments in imprqving  air quality.
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Zntermodal  Surface Transvortation Efficiencv Act of 1991  (ISTEA)

Investments in transportation facilities should incorporate both community and regional needs
and be seen within the context of surrounding economic development. The following two ex-
amples demonstrate how two communities have tied transportation, land use, and economic
development planning into a comprehensive strategy for revitalizing urban neighborhoods.
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1

1sTE.4’~  major invest-
ment study (MIS) require-
ment provides the
transportation planning I,
partnership with a mecha-
nism for evaluating aI
broad range of multimodalI
facility and policy options;
for solving transportationI
problems. Flexible fundsi
can be used to fund bothI
the MIS and most of the
alternatives identified andI
analyzed by the study.

I

Us 301 soutlj  Corridor MI$‘..’
.Thti S&m&z US 30 Corridor s,tretch&  frorn,US ,Route’  SO in Bowie, Maryland south to the yotomac River.: US 301  was
orignrally  built $s a bypas&f’Washi&$in5  DC, As me ‘Washington ‘area spread e(zstwar& however, $&nercial and
residential deveiopnumt  @&red~along~t&  highway;.bading ,to a congested mix of’local and throygh traffic on much of
the co+$&r. jk @pasal for anew,  limit$ access Uuter’Be$way  to divert thrtiugh’&ffic was met with substantial  gnb-.

‘lit opposition. 5;;
.“.

,,‘. ;‘, ,,. :,,, ,:,, ‘l:., ,, ,A ‘: ‘:
.:.. .’ .,.,. .’ .’ ., ‘. ,.:.. .:I:

SubsequentIy, an MIS ,has ‘beeti unpertak& by the Marylaud  Department of ‘Trausport&on,  lifi cooperation with loc&l
‘.aansport&ion agencies, to ad&& the US %1’ corridor’s existing and future tr@sportatian  problem. The study, includes
abroad set of highway, transit, and.poIicy options, m&ding:.  ‘I, ”

. . . . “’ ”
,:: Y.’

: ..:. ,’ ,..
‘. ..’

* a sixJane ‘fully controleti ‘access highway with the existing traffic ‘lights &~laced with a m&uun number of
interchanges: ’ :..

*a light rail. line akmg US.301  iind MD 5 connecting to a future Metrorail Station at Branch A6m1e;
* commuter ral on,exixiSting  tracks t&ttpp&iaHel US 301;
* WQV  lanes on US 301,.&D  S,‘and MD 205;
l increased local andexpress  bus service; :

‘.
l park and tidelots; t&commuting’ eeuters; :zud land use ch‘anges. .,, ,.

,.,

The MIS process is b&g used’ to genemte and evaluate alter-n&e strategy packages which include combinations of
these facilities and policies.’ This process may set’ th&tage fbr the selecdon .of a n&ma~ package of improvements
‘ai .the preferred investment strategy. These strategies are being explored with the public through  an exttertsive outreach
progrr&iucluding  a 76memberi citizen task force.

.,
Demw’~ Cokdinated~M~  Pro~g$

In the Denver metropolitan area, three agencies collaborate in the re-
gionti transpqrtation  planning process:. the .Regiimal Transportation
I&@itict’ (RTD), the Colorado department  of~Tr$.tS~ortation  KI?OT),
,and the Dew& Regional  Council of Go~vernrnents  ~(DRCOG). Con-
&uction ‘of an&international ~~ort;Papid’~rOw~.~oUghbut  the re-
‘giort, and increasing congestion and concem’for.the area’s air quahty
..requires that these agencies take a cobahorative regional approach, to
trans$rtation problem&dving .

The agencies have cohectively identified three major transportation
corridors a? candidates for a majar investment study. To facilitate the
required aualyses, ‘a coordinated MIS process is being u tilded to pri-
nritizc activities among the three corridors, as well as within each cor-
,:ridor. <Each corridor is mauage$  by a’differerrt transportation agency,
but an MIS’ Coord+ation  Committee, comfirised of representatives
‘from the RFD, GDOT,  and DRCOG, as well: as t.h$~consultant  teams
4nvoived in the studies, has been established to facilitate consistency.
among the three cotidors. One intent of the Coordmation  Committee
,is to develop a Guidance Manual to establish common procedures for
evaluating dbernativcs  for each MIS. DRCOG  ‘and RTD are further
cooperating to provide joint traffic and patronage’forecasts  Ear  all three
studies. .’

‘. .‘. “, ., ..,
,‘The uver&goal  of this cooperation is to ensure consistent ‘and credible
..infonnatioti to help decisionmakers  select a priority corridar for invest-
ment. A cooperative approach to conducting an MJS aBo helps fit fu-
ture corridor improvements to ‘the region’s long range tr@spor%tion’
‘md air quality’ improvement platrs,  ensures ,that these improvements
,ean be achieved with,identified funds, and provides a con&stem vision
for the future of the Denver metropolitan area.
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Albuquerque, NM
Baltimore, MD
Boston, MA
Chico, CA
Colorado Springs, CO
El Paso, TX
Fairbanks, AK
Fort Collins, CO
Grants Pass, OR
Hartford-New Britain-Middletwon,  CT
Klamath Falls, OR
Lake Tahoe South Shore, CA
Longmont,  CO
Medford, OR
Duluth, MN
Cleveland, OH
Memphis, TN

Anchorage, AK
Denver-Boulder, CO
Fresno, CA
Las Vegas, NV

Intermodal Surface Transvortation Efficiencv Act of 1991 (ISTEA)

Appendix II (continued)

Classified Carbon Monoxide Nonattainment Areas

Serious
Los Angeles South Coast Air Basin

Moderate > 12.7  ppm

New York-N. New Jer-Long Isle, NY-NJ-CT
Provo, UT
Seattle-Tacoma, WA
Spokane, WA

Moderate <=12.7 ppm

Minneapolis, MN
Missoula, MT
Modesto, CA
Ogden, UT
Philadelphia-Camden County, PA-NJ
Phoenix, AZ
Portland-Vancouver, OR-WA
Raleigh-Durham, NC
Reno, NV
Sacramento, CA
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA
San Diego, CA
Stockton, CA
Washington, DC-MD-VA
Winston-Salem, NC
Syracuse, NY

*&3.GovlmNMEnT.PlUNT.lNGOFFICE: 1996 - 405-571 - 814/>3/x
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